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Parti. 

Rejection(s) discussed: 
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Claims discussed: 
14 

Prior art documents discussed: 
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Part II. 

SUBSTANCE OF INTERVIEW DESCRIBING THE GENERAL NATURE OF WHAT WAS DISCUSSED: 

See Continuation Sheet 



[3 It is not necessary for applicant to provide a separate record of the substance of the interview, since the interview 
directly resulted in the allowance of the application. The examiner will provide a written summary of the substance 
of the interview in the Notice of Allowability. 
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did not result in resolution of all issues. A brief summary by the examiner appears in Part II above. 



Part III. 



PATRICK MACKEY 
SUPERVISORY PATENT EXAMINER 
TECHNOLOGY CENTER 3600 




(Examiner/SPE Signature) 




(Applicant/Applicant's Representative Signature - if appropriate) 



U.S. Patent and Trademark Office 
PTOL-413B (04-03) 



Examiner Initiated Interview Summary 



Paper No. 20061205 



Continuation Sheet (PTOL-413B) Application No. 10/700,806 



Continuation of Substance of Interview including description of the general nature of what was discussed: Contacted 
Mr. Rathe (applicant's representative) on 12/5/2006 to get permission to make a minor change to the specification and 
to make a minor change to claim 14, as per the attached examiner's amendment. During the telephone conversation 
Mr. Rathe approved such changes. A one-month extension of time was already charged in this case, so no fee was 
required. 



